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Leon Hawkins, ^ 

United States of America, appelt.ee 



No. 13435 


QUESTION PRESENTED 

A search warrant was issued for appellant’s apartment 
premises by the United States Commissioner. Officer Herring 
made application for the warrant. In his affidavit, Herring 
related certain reliable information had come to his attention 
which indicated that appellant was involved in the sale of 
! narcotics. The affidavit, also set forth certain specific data 
that informant, William Gales had given Herring pertaining 
to Gales’ illegal narcotic operations as an agent of appellant. 

I Attached to Officer Herring’s affidavit was the sworn and no¬ 
tarized statement of Informant William Gales. Such state¬ 
ment corrobated fully the data included in Herring’s affidavit 
pertaining to appellant’s narcotic operations. 

In the opinion of the appellee the following question is 
presented: 

1. Did sufficient probable cause exist for the issuance of a 
search warrant by the United States Commissioner? 
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FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


COtJNTERSTATEMENT OP THE CASE 

In an order filed January 4, 1956, the grand jury indicted 
appellant Leon Hawkins, on four counts for violation of the 
narcotic laws. 1 Appellant elected to be tried by jury, and on 
April 30, 1956 proceeded to trial. The jury upon hearingj the 
evidence returned a verdict of guilty on all four counts of the 
indictment. Thereafter, in a judgment and commitment^ or¬ 
der, filed May 22, 1956, appellant was sentenced to a terijn of 
imprisonment. 2 On May 22, 1956, appellant filed his notice 

.i. . . ... 

*In counts one and three of the indictment appellant was charged;with 
sale, purchase, and distribution of narcotics not in the original package, 
in violation of 26 U. S. C. § 4704 (a). In counts 2 and 4 of the indictment 
appellant was charged with sale, and concealment, with knowledge, of im¬ 
ported narcotic drugs in violation of 21 U. S. C. § 174. 

•Twenty months to 5 years and to pay a fine of $100 on count 20 
months to 5 years and to pay a fine of $100 on count 2, said sentence on <juunt 
2 to take effect at the expiration of the sentence imposed on count i; 20 
months to 5 years and to pay a fine of $100 on count 3, said sentence on 
count 3 to take effect at expiration of the sentence imposed on count ?; 20 
months to five years and to pay a sentence of $100 on count 4 to take Effect 
at the expiration of the sentence imposed on count 3. 
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of appeal He now appeals to this Court from the judgment of 
conviction in the lower court. 

A. Testimony adduced at trial 

Officer Sherwood H. Herring, assigned to the Narcotics 
Squad of the Metropolitan Police Department, testified that 
on October 21, 1955 at about 5 p. m., and in the company 
of Officer Raboy, and Deputy Marshal Dekyne, he proceeded 
to the premises located at 71 New York Avenue, N. W., Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia (R. 13). Officer Herring testified that Mar¬ 
shal Dekyne had a United States Commissioner's Search War¬ 
rant for apartment No. 3 at premises 71 New York Avenue, 
N. W.; and also an arrest warrant for appellant. Officer Her¬ 
ring further testified that they arrived at the aforementioned 
premises and was admitted by Mr. Stenzell, the owner of the 
premises. They then proceeded to apartment No. 3, which 
was located on the second floor of the premises. Thereafter, 
Officer Herring, testified as follows (R. 43): 

We informed the girl that we had a search warrant 
for the apartment. 3 

Q. And what did you do? [By Mr. Smithson, Assist¬ 
ant United States Attorney] 

A. We conducted a search of the apartment. 

Q. And specifically, did you find any contraband 
articles in that apartment? 

A. Yes, in the kitchen upon a shelf in a box of Ritz 
crackers I found two glassine bags which contained 100 
gelatin capsules, each containing a white powder, and 
the other bag contained 12 gelatin capsules, each of 
which contained a white powder. 

Q. Was this in the kitchen of the premises of room 
No. 3? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you personally found it, sir? 

A. I did, sir. 

On cross-examination by appellant's trial counsel. 
Officer Herring testified as follows (R. 49): 

(By trial counsel) 

' The girl referred to was Miss Smith, and she was in Appellant’s apart* 
ment when the officers went there to execute the search warrant 
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Q. Now, did you interrogate Miss Smith as to where 
Hawkins was? 

A. I did. 

Q. Did she give you any information on that pjoint? 

A. No, Ma’am. 

Q. Did she tell you if she knew what time he haji left 
those premises? 

A. I think she said that she came there at 12:3(j) and 
he was gone. She didn’t know. 

Q. 12:30 that day or 12:30 the night before? 

A. 12:30 that day. 

Officer Dante Longo, assigned to the Narcotics Squad of the 
Metropolitan Police Department testified that on the morning 
of October 22,1955 at about 9:15 a. m., he and Marshal Jones 
had occasion to place appellant under arrest. Officer Ljongo 
testified that at the afore-mentioned time, he was waiting in 
apartment No. 3 at 71 New York Avenue, N. W., and appellant 
entered the apartment. It was then that Longo testified as 
follows (R. 57): 

Q. Would you state, Mr. Longo, exactly what oc¬ 
curred when he arrived? What was said or done? 
[Mr. Smithson, Assistant United States Attorney] 

A. The defendant entered the room and I was sitting 
down and I got up, and so did Marshal Jones, and got 
up and held the defendant at that time and told him he 
was under arrest. The defendant immediately placed 
his left hand into his left-hand jacket pocket. I 
grabbed a hold of his hand and defendant tried to break 
away. Well, after a couple of seconds the defendant 
quieted down and I reached in his left-hand pocket tak¬ 
ing five glassine bags, each containing a white ponder. 
At that time—I observed Marshal Jones take another 
five packages from the defendant, the defendant’s right- 
hand jacket pocket (R. 58). 

Q. And would you describe this jacket, sir? 

A. It was a suede jacket. 

Q. Now, do you know whether or not you had an 
arrest warrant at that time for the defendant? 
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A. Yes, sir, I was informed that there was an arrest 
warrant for him. 

B. Basis for the issuance of a United States Commissioner’s 
search warrant for premises located at 71 New York 
Avenue, N. W. 

On October 21, 1955, United States Commissioner issued 
a search warrant for the apartment premises occupied by 
appellant, located at 71 New York Avenue, N. W.; and he 
also issued an arrest warrant for appellant’s arrest. The 
Commissioner issued the aforementioned warrants on the basis 
of (1) affidavit submitted by Officer Herring and (2) a sworn 
statement of informant William Gales, the latter was at¬ 
tached to the aforementioned affidavit of Officer Herring. 
In his affidavit Officer Herring set forth certain reliable infor¬ 
mation received from informants indicating that Leon Hawk¬ 
ins was engaged in the business of selling narcotic drugs. This 
same affidavit disclosed that on October 12, 1955, officers of 
the narcotics squad interviewed William Gales following his 
arrest by the Maryland authority. At that time Gales had 
certain narcotics taken from his person which he maintained 
had been given to him by Leon Hawkins a short time before. 
Herring’s affidavit also revealed that Gales gave affiant and 
Officer Raboy a sworn statement wherein he admitted being 
associated with Leon Hawkins in a narcotic operation. Gales 
admitted selling narcotic drugs for Hawkins in quantities of 
%-, Vz-y and 1-ounce lots of heroin at a cost of $243.00 per 
ounce, $120 per half-ounce, and $50 a ^4-ounce. Gales further 
admitted that Hawkins usually concealed the heroin in the 
closet or drawers of his room, and on October 21, 1955, he 
(Gales) went to Hawkins’ premises at 71 New York Avenue, 
and obtained from Hawkins two ounces of heroin to deliver 
to a person in Baltimore. The final paragraph of Officer Her¬ 
ring’s affidavit summarized the factual situation as follows: 

“Being in receipt of certain reliable information, and having 
interviewed William Gales and received his swom-to state¬ 
ment, and having seen the narcotics drugs seized from Gales, 
we are positive that there is concealed in the premises, 71 
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New York Avenue, N. W., second floor front room, Washing¬ 
ton, D. C., certain narcotic drugs illegally obtained and held 
for sale. 

/s/ Sherwood H. Herring, 

Prob. Det. Sherwood H. Herring, 

Narcotic Squad.” 

I 

Following is a copy of the affidavit that Sherwood H. Herring 
filed with the United States Commissioner: 

AN AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF AN ARREST jAND 
SEARCH WARRANT FOR LEON HAWKINS, colored} who 
resides 2nd floor, front room, premises 71 New York LAve., 
N. W., Washington, D. C. which includes the adjoining porch. 

On October 21, 1955 Officers Sherwood H. Herring anc| Sey¬ 
mour Raboy, Narcotic Squad, Metropolitan Police Depart¬ 
ment, Washington, D. C. while in the Central Division,! Nar¬ 
cotic Squad of the Baltimore, Maryland, Police Department, 
Interviewed one William E. Gales, colored, 27 yrs. 260S) Mo¬ 
zart Place, Washington, D. C. while in the presence (if Lt. 
Joseph Carroll of the above Police Department. Gales stated 
to the officers that he had been doing business with Leon flaw- 
kins for the past two months. Hawkins lives at 71 New York 
Ave.,'N. W. Washington, D. C. 2nd floor, front room and also 
has control of the adjoining porch. Gales further stated that 
he had been selling narcotic drugs, to wit Heroin, for Hankins 
in quantities of %, V 2 and one ounce lots of Heroin at a cost 
of $240 per ounce, $120 per half ounce and $50 a quarter dunce. 
This morning, October 21,1955 is the first time that Galefe ever 
bought any Heroin in two ounce lots. Gales stated t|o the 
officers that Leon Hawkins has been paying Gales $100 per 
week for selling Heroin for him. Hawkins usually keeps the 
Heroin in the Closets or drawers in his room. About! 2:45 
A. M.. this same date, Gales went by Leon Hawkins douse, 
71 New York Ave., N. W. 2nd floor front, and got two dunces 
of Heroin from Hawkins to deliver to Baltimore, Md. | The 
Police in Baltimore, Md. arrested Gales. The officers observed 
the Heroin that was taken from Gales and another person. 
Gales stated to the officers that this was the Heroin that he 
had received from Hawkins and that he is positive that! there 

I 
I 
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is more Heroin and other illicit narcotic drugs concealed in his 
room. 

The Narcotic Squad, Metropolitan Police Department, 
Washington, D. C. has been in receipt of certain reliable in¬ 
formation from informants who have been truthful in the past 
that Leon Hawkins is engaged in the business of selling illicit 
narcotic drugs and having this information, we believe this in¬ 
formation to be true. 

The officers were not able to bring William Gales before the 
United States Commissioner as he was under arrest in the 
jurisdiction of the Baltimore Md. Police Department and was 
awaiting arraignment and therefore, could not be returned to 
Washington. D. C. 

Being in receipt of certain reliable information, and having 
interviewed William Gales and received his sworn-to statement, 
and having seen the narcotic drugs seized from Gales, we are 
positive that there is concealed in the premises 71 New York 
Ave., N. W. 2nd floor front room, Washington, D. C. certain 
narcotic drugs illegally obtained and held for sale. 

/s/ Sherwood H. Herring, 

Prob. Det. Sherwood H. Herring, 

Narcotic Squad. 

/s/ Seymour Raboy, 

Det. Sgt. Seymour Raboy, Narc. Sqd. 
Sworn to and subscribed before me on this 21st day of October. 
1955. 

/s/ Cyril S. Lawrence, 

Cyril S. Lawrence, U. S. Commissioner 

for and in the District of Columbia. 
Following is a copy of the sworn statement that William Gales, 
while under arrest in Baltimore , gave to Police Officers Herring 
and Raboy pertaining to his affiliations with Hawkins. A copy 
of this sworn document was attached to the affidavit of Herring 
when the lattePs document was filed with the Commissioner for 
issuance of a search warrant. 

“October 21, 1955 

Statement of William Edmund GALES c/27 alias “BILL”— 
“GALES”, 2609 Mozart Place, N. W. Washington, D. C. taken 
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in the office of the Narcotic Division, Rm. 406 Police Bldg., 
Baltimore, Md. at approximately 2:10 P. M., October 21, 
1955. 

Subject this is a voluntary statement given by me. 


1 have been doing business with Leon Hawkins for the past 

2 months. He lives at 71 New York Ave., N. W., Washing¬ 
ton, D. C. second floor front; also joining porch. I have been 
buying, that is, I have been selling it for him, in quantities of 
14 , y 2 and 1 oz. lots at a cost of $240 an oz., and $50 a quar¬ 
ter oz. This morning, Oct. 21, 1955, is the first time I j have 
ever bought Heroin in 2 oz. lots. Leon has been paying me 
$100. a week to sell Heroin for him. He usually keeps the 
stuff in the closets pr drawers of furniture in his room, ^bout 
2:45 A. M., this date, I went by Leon’s house at 71 New!York 
Avenue, N. W., 2nd floor front room, Room #3, and told him 
I wanted 2 oz. of Heroin to deliver to Baltimore. The Heroin 
I was arrested with is the Heroin that I received from I Leon 
Hawkins and I am positive that there is secreted in his jroom 
at 71 New York Ave., N. W., Washington, D. C. other Heroin 
and narcotic drugs. 

Witnesses: 


/s/ Sherwood H. Herring, 

/s/ Seymour Raboy, 

/s/ William E. Gales, 

Defendant. 

Notarized: Witness and my hand and seal this 21st day of 
October, 1955. 

/s/ William J. Harvey, 
[seal”] 


STATUTES INVOLVED 

26 U. S. C. § 4704a (formerly § 2553): 

It shall be unlawful for any person to purchase! sell, 
dispense, or distribute narcotic drugs except ini the 
original stamped package or from the original stamped 
package; and in the absence of appropriate taxpaid 
stamps from narcotic drugs shall be prima facie! evi- 


1 
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dence of a violation of this subsection by the person in 
which possession the same may be found. 

21 U. S. C. § 174: 

Whoever fraudulently or knowingly imports or brings 
any narcotic drug into the United States or any territory 
under its control or jurisdiction, contrary to law, or re¬ 
ceives, conceals, buys, sells, or in any manner facilitates 
the transportation, concealment, or sale of any such nar¬ 
cotic drug after being imported or brought in, knowing 
the same to have been imported contrary to law, or 
conspires to commit any of such acts in violation of the 
laws of the United States, shall be fined not more than 
$2,000 and imprisoned not less than two or more than 
five years. For a second offense, the offender shall be 
fined not more than $2,000 and imprisoned not less 
than five or more than ten years. For a third or sub¬ 
sequent offense, the offender shall be fined not more 
than $2,000 and imprisoned not less than ten or more 
than twenty years. Upon conviction for a second or 
subsequent offense, the imposition or execution of sen¬ 
tence shall not be suspended and probation shall be 
granted. For the purpose of this subdivision, an of¬ 
fender shall be considered a second or subsequent of¬ 
fender, as the case may be, if he previously has been 
convicted of any offense the penalty for which is pro¬ 
vided in this subdivision or in section 2557 (b) (1) of 
Title 26, or if he previously has been convicted of any 
offense the penalty for which was provided in section 9, 
chapter 1, of the Act of December 17, 1914 (38 Stat. 
789), as amended; sections 171, 173 and 174-177 of 
this title; section 12, chapter 553, of the Act of August 
2, 1937 (50 Stat. 556) as amended; or sections 2557 
(b) (1) or 2596 of title 26. After conviction, but prior 
to pronouncement of sentence, the court shall be advised 
by the United States Attorney whether the conviction 
is the offender’s first or a subsequent offense. If it is 
not a first offense, the United States Attorney shall file 
an information setting forth the prior convictions. The 
offender shall have the opportunity in open court to af- 
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firm or deny that he is identical with the person previous¬ 
ly convicted. If he denies the identity, sentence shall be 
postponed for such time as to permit a trial before a 
jury on the sole issue of the offender's identity with the 
person previously convicted. If the offender is found 
by the jury to be the person previously convicted, | or if 
he acknowledges that he is such person, he shall be 
sentenced as prescribed in this section. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Appellant complains that the search warrant for appellant’s 
apartment premises lacked legal validity. He maintains‘that 
the affidavit of the informant, William Gales was not filed with 
the Commissioned It is clear that this argument is directed 
to mere form. Contrary to appellant’s position, the record of 
the instant case clearly discloses that the Commissioner prhen 
issuing the search warrant, had before him the affidavit of 
Officer Herring, and also the attached statement of informant, 
William Gales. Such statement by Gales had been givenj un¬ 
der oath, and had been also acknowledged by a notary. jThe 
data contained in these two documents revealed that appel¬ 
lant was involved in the sale of narcotics. Moreover, ip his 
own statement, given under oath, Gales admitted that hej was 
acting as appellant’s agent in the sale of narcotics. It |also 
particularly described the mode of operation. 

In the Supreme Court Case of Brinegar v. United States, a 
clear and concise test was set forth for probable cause.l It 
said: “Probable cause exists where ‘the facts and circumstances 
within their (the officers’) knowledge and of which they had 
reasonably trustworthy information (are) sufficient in them¬ 
selves to warn a man of reasonable caution in the belief ihat 
‘an offense has been or is being committed.” 

In applying the Brinegar test to the facts and circumstances 
of the instant case, it is clear that the Commissioner had ample 
cause to believe that appellant was involved in a narcbtic 
operation in and about his apartment dwelling. Accordingly, 
the search warrant that was issued for appellant’s premises jwas 
a valid and competent instrument. 


A 
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ABGUKKNT 

I 

The United States Commissioners Issued a Valid Search 

Warrant 

Appellant complains that the search warrant issued by the 
United States Commissioner for the search of his apartment 
premises at New York Avenue lacks legal validity. He argues 
that a search warrant cannot lawfully issue unless the person, 
who has given the police officers the reliable information, is 
produced before the Commissioner, or in lieu thereof, such per¬ 
son’s sworn affidavit is presented to the Commissioner. In 
support of this position appellant relies on the case of Schencks 
v. United States, 55 U. S. App. D. C. 84, 2®F. 2d 185 (1924). 

This Court in several of its recent search and seizure cases 
has recognized that the law of search and seizure cannot be re¬ 
duced to a single and concise principle of law; but rather it is a 
matter of applying general principles of law to the particular 
facts and circumstances in each particular case. In the land¬ 
mark case of Brinegar v. United States, 338 U. S. 160 (1949), 
the Supreme Court laid down in a short and concise statement 
what it considered constitutes probable cause. In Brinegar r 
the Supreme Court said: “Probable cause exists where ‘the facts 
and circumstances within their (the officers’) knowledge and of 
which they had reasonably trustworthy information (are) 
sufficient in themselves to warn a man of reasonable caution in 
the belief that’ an offense has been or is being committed.” 

This Court in deciding the case of Washington v. United 
States, 92 U. S. App. D. C. 31, 202 F. 2d 213 (1953), devoted 
special consideration to the probable cause test that had been 
laid down in Brinegar, supra. This is important, because in 
appellant’s case, as in Washington, the United States Commis¬ 
sioner issued a search warrant on a police officer’s affidavit 
which was based “on a source which in the past had proved re¬ 
liable” of a numbers business being conducted over certain tele¬ 
phones. This Court in considering the facts in Washington 
concluded that there was probable cause for the issuance of the 
search warrant, although the informer (or source of the infor¬ 
mation) was not produced before the Commissioner. Nor was 


a sworn statement of such informer presented to the Commis¬ 
sioner. In its decision, this Court had the following to say, 92 
U. S'. App. D. C. at p. 32: 

“Washington, however, claimed possession of the 
premises searched. On that account we must deter¬ 
mine whether there was probable cause for issuing the 
warrant, i. e., for believing that gambling activities; were 
being conducted on the premises named. In Brinegar 
v. United States, the Supreme Court said: “Probable 
cause exists where ‘the facts and circumstances within 
their [the officers’] knowledge and of which thejf' had 
reasonably trustworthy information [are] sufficient in 
themselves to warn a man of reasonable caution ip the 
belief that ‘an offense has been or is being committed.” 
The existence of probable cause does not require that 
the officers then possessed legal evidence sufficient t<J con¬ 
vict. Insofar as Schencks v. United States might be 
construed to the contrary, it has been ovemilejd by 
Briengar. 

Hence, it is clear that Washington stands for the principle 
that a sworn affidavit of the informant is not controlling in 
determining whether or not probable cause exists for the is¬ 
suance of a Commissioner’s search warrant. This legal rea¬ 
soning has been fortified by the recent decission of this Coprt in 
Wrigktson v. United States, Case No. 13131 decided July 12, 
1956. 

In Wrightson, police officers acted without the issuance of a 
search or arrest warrant. This Court in affirming the Exist¬ 
ence of probable cause stated the following at p. 2 of its slip 
opinion. 

* * * appellant challenged the legality of the arrest 
and the search. The arrest was made at Wrightson’s 
apartment at about five-thirty in the morning jsome 
twelve days after the robbery which was the basis of 
the indictment. Upon the second trial Wrightsoh was 
again convicted. At this trial a police officer testified 
that he had been investigating the robbery for some days 
and that at two-thirty on the morning of the arrejst an 
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informer whom he knew, and in whom he had con¬ 
fidence, gave him the name and address of one of the 
alleged robbers (Wrightson) and told him that Wright- 
son was preparing to leave town. This was probable 
cause to make the arrest and was sufficient justification 
for making it without waiting until the time when a 
warrant could be procured. 

Now, in applying these general principles to the instant case 
it is patently clear that there was ample justification for the 
United States Commissioner to issue a search warrant. The 
Commissioner received an affidavit from Officer Herring, which 
was supplemented by the attached sworn statement of in¬ 
formant, William Gales. These documents provided sufficient 
probable cause for the Commissioner to believe that Appellant 
Hawkins was involved in the illegal sale of narcotics. In his 
affidavit Officer Herring revealed that he had received (1) cer¬ 
tain reliable information that appellant Hawkins was involved 
in the sale of narcotic drugs, (2) that on October 21,1955, af¬ 
fiant in the presence of Officer Raboy interviewed William 
Gales in Baltimore, Md., after his (Gales) arrest by Maryland 
Authorities, (3) that two ounces of Heroin were observed that 
had been seized from William Gales, and which he received 
admittedly from Appellant Hawkins for delivery to another 
person in Maryland, and (4) William Gales also related to the 
officers that he had been doing business with Leon Hawkins 
for the past two months; that Hawkins lived at 71 New York 
Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C., 2nd floor, front room, and 
also had control of the adjoining porch. Gales further dis¬ 
closed that he had been selling narcotic drugs, to wit, Heroin, 
for Hawkins in quantities of *4, Y>, and one-ounce lots of 
Heroin at a cost of $240 per ounce, $120 per half ounce, and 
$50 a quarter ounce. That this morning, October 21, 1955, is 
the first time that Gales ever bought any Heroin in two ounce 
lots. Gales also admitted that Leon Hawkins had been pay¬ 
ing him $100 per week for selling Heroin. 

As already pointed out, the Commission’s consideration of 
the case was not limited solely to the affidavit of Officer Her¬ 
ring. Attached to his affidavit was a statement that in¬ 
formant William Gales made under oath, and which contained 
the signature of the notary, and his seal. (See the complete 
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statement on p. 6.) This sworn statement corroborated fully 
the data which was contained in Herring’s affidavit pertaining 
to appellant being involved in an illegal narcotic operation. 
In the light of all these facts there was a valid issuance oif the 
search warrant by the United States Commissioner. 

Moreover, in final analysis appellant’s complaint is directed 
to mere form. He argues that the Commissioner’s search 
warrant was invalid, because the document signed by th^ in¬ 
formant lacked the validity of a legal affidavit. Howevejr, as 
a matter of substance the record reveals that Gales gave his 
statement under oath, that it was acknowledged by a notary, 
and his seal was affixed thereto. 

Moreover, the record discloses that the Commissioner kjnew 
beyond any peradventure of doubt that Gales’ statement!was 
given under oath. Such was presented plainly in Herring’s 
affidavit where it was said: “Being in receipt of certain! re¬ 
liable information, and having interviewed William Gales‘and 
received his sworn statement, and having seen the narcotic 
drugs seized from Gales * * 4 Thus, the Commissioner as 

a matter of substance, even under the holding in Schencks v. 
United States, supra, upon which appellant relies, had all fchat 
is considered essential to the issuance of a valid search warrant 
for appellant’s premises. 

CONCLUSION 

Wherefore, it is respectfuly submitted that the judgment of 
lower court be affirmed. 

Oliver Gasch, 

United States Attome\j. 
Lewis Carroll, 

Frederick G. Smithson, 

Fred L. McIntyre, 

Assistant United States Attorneys. 

— 

* The final paragraph of Officer Herring’s affidavit summarized the factual 
situation as follows: 

Being in receipt of certain reliable information, and having inter¬ 
viewed William Gales and received his sworn-to statement, and having 
seen the narcotic drugs seized from Gales, we are positive that there is 
concealed in the premises, 71 New York Avenue, N. W., 2nd floor front 
room, Washington, D. C., certain narcotic drugs illegally obtained and 


held for sale. 


/s/ Shebwood H. Hebbihq. 


U. i. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICEi 1»SC 


